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PREFACE 

This report contains the results of three complete studies. Study 
I differs greatly from Studies II and III in method and content , although 
all three studies concern reciprocation and retaliation. The findings 
from these studies will probably ba more comprehensible if Study I is 
presented separately from Studies II and III, Therefore, the organiza- 
tion of this report will be somewhat different from most reports. Sped* 
f ically , following a general summary. Study I will be reported in detail. 
Then Studies II and ill will be reported. A general "conclusions and rec- 
ommendations 11 section will then integrate and expanc. on the three studies 
taken together. 



SUMMARY 



Three separate laboratory studies were conducted to determine the 
conditions under which a person reciprocate a past favor and retaliate a 
past harm. The first study utilised the framework of equity theory (Adams, 
1965} and predicted that when faced with inequity due to the generosity 
or stinginess of another, one means of reducing the inequity would be to 
reciprocate the other's generosity or retaliate his stinginess. One hun- 
dred-twenty subjects performed two tasks in dyads. On the first task the 
partner always divided the group earnings, while on the second task the 
subject was responsible for the division of the rewards. On the first 
task the partner divided the reward in one of three ways --overpaid the 
subject, divided equally, or underpaid the subject, in half the cases 
the partner was presented as less qualified than the subject, while in the 
remaining cases tha partner was presented as morr qualified than the sub- 
ject, Half the dyads were composed of males, while the other half were 
female. On the main dependent measure, the division of the rewards on 
the second task by the subject, the equity theory prediction was confirmed 
in that previously overpaid subjects took less money for themselves and 
previously underpaid subjects took more money for themselves than equally 
paid subjects ? however * a preference for equality as well as equity was 
noted in both the actual division of the rewards and questionnaire re- 
sponses , Subjects' reciprocation and retaliation when dividing the re- 
wards on task 2 were less extreme than would be predicted from equity 
theory, and subjects* indicated a definite preference for equal divisions. 
Furthermore, whether the partner was qualified or unqualified had little 
effect on the dependent measures. It was concluded that people will reci- 
procate a favor and retaliate harm, but prefer situations in which reci- 
procation and retaliation are not needed. They therefore reciprocate and 
retaliate less than expected apparently in an attempt to bring about 
equality. 

The second and third studies focused on the joint effects of the in- 
tentions and the actual behavior of helper or harm-doer (0) on the reci- 
procation and retaliation of person (P) . From the writings of Haider 
(1958) and Jones and Davis (1965) it was predicted that reciprocation 
and retaliation would be based more on O’s intent than on the ouceome of 
0's actual behavior. In the second study three levels of 0*s intent 
were created (intend-to-help, intent absent, and intend -to -not -help) and 
two levels of 0's actual behavior were manipulated (high help and low 
help). Half the subjects were later given the opportunity to recipro- 
cate the same person who had previously helped him (Oa) , while the re- 
maining subjects were given the opportunity to reciprocate a stranger (Ob) . 
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It was predicted that reciprocation would be based more on intent with 
respect to Oa than Ob, The results showed reciprocation to be based 
solely on O's actual behavior, with no effect at all for O ' s intent* 
Furthermore, reciprocation was more extreme in the Oa than the Ob condi- 
tion, Questionnaire data indicated subjects in both the intend- to- 
help and the in tend ~ to -not -help condition tried less hard and felt they 
did a poorer job than did subjects in the intent absent condition* That 
is, it appeared knowledge of O's intentions, regardless of the content of 
the intent, led subjects to become less involved in the situation and to 
ignore o's intentions altogether. 

Since the findings from the second study were inconsistent with both 
past research and theory, the third study was undertaken to reconcile the 
discrepancy, one difference between the past research and the second 
study was the way in which O's intentions were conveyed to P, In past 
research P inferred O's intent from O's behavior and the situational con- 
straints on the behavior* In the second study 0 stated his intentions to 
p directly, it was hypothesised that O's statement of intent directly to 
P Put pressure on P to reciprocate O's intent, and that subjects reacted 
against this pressure by deciding to ignore such intentions altogether in 
deciding the extent of their reciprocity* Such an effect can be derived 
from Brehm's (1966} reactance theory, which states that people like to 
have the freedom to choose their behavior freely, and that activity by an- 
other to restrict this freedom will be met with resistance* 

The third study was carried out to test the reactance theory inter- 
pretation of the failure of O's intentions to be reciprocated. The third 
study Was identical to the second study except the intention manipulation 
was conveyed in such a way that P believed 0 to be unaware of P's know- 
ledge of O's intent* The findings showed that both O's intent and the 
outcome of O's actual behavior were determinants of reciprocity, but that 
intent and behavior do not summate into a total level of reciprocity. 
Rather, positive intentions lead p to create a situation for 0 such that 
0 is more likely to succeed, but direct help-giving to 0 appears more a 
function of amount of help previously received from O. 

Together, the three studies indicate that people prefer a situation 
in which reciprocity and retaliation is not needed. That is, a situation 
where justice prevails such that rewards were divided equally among parti- 
cipants, When inequality occurs reciprocation and retaliation will take 
place, but to a lesser extent than would be expected by some theories* 
Furthermore, the intentions of the actors involved are important in deter- 
mining the amount of reciprocation and retaliation* When the other's in- 
tentions are learned in such a manner that a person's freedom to decide 
how to behave is not threatened, reciprocation will be based at least in 
part upon these intentions; however, to the extent knowledge of the other's 
intent restricts a person's freedom to behave, the knowledge of intentions 
will be ignored * 



STUDY I 



Reactions to Generosity or Stinginess from 
an Intelligent or Stupid Work Partner: 

A Te^t of Equity Theory in a Direct Exchange Relationship! 
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INTRODUCTION 



Equity theory (Adams, 1963 i 1965) maintains that individuals in a 
work situation compare their profits with others. More specifically , a 
state of equity exists when a person (F) perceives his ratio of inputs to 
outcomes proportional to the ratio of a comparison person (O) , Inequity 
results when the ratios are not per oived as proportional - Inequity is 
conceived as an aversive motivational state which P will attempt to re- 
duce by altering his own or O 1 s inputs or outcomes, or by distorting his 
perceptions. In most exchange relationships inputs refer to experience, 
training, and effort directed at the task, and outcomes include rewards 
gained such as salary and status. 

Most research testing equity theory has focused on the employer- 
employee relationship, where the employer hires the employee, P , to work 
at either a piece-rate or hourly wage for which F is underqualified, quali- 
fied, or overqualified (Adams, 1965; Lawler, 1968; Pritchard, 1969), The 
typical dependent measure (inequity reduction) has been job performance. 

The nature of the comparison person, G, has not been clearly specified. 
Usually, G is a hypothetical person who is equitably paid, or F , himself, 
in an assumed past job situation in which he had been equitably paid. 

The present study was designed to test equity theory predictions in 
a situation in which P and O work together and where both of them have 
control over the division of the outcomes. This kind of situation will 
be termed a direct exchange and it includes many types of situations from 
bargaining over the price of goods or services to be exchanged to the ex- 
change of gifts or favors between lovers. In a direct exchange situation 
the nature of O is less ambiguous, being the other person with whom the 
exchange is taking place, and inequity reduction can occur not only 
through task performance, but also by manipulating P or O ' s outcomes. 
Behaviors such as reciprocity and retaliation can also be examined in 
this context (Adams, 1965, P, 278). 

A series of studies by Leventhal and his colleagues has shown that 
people do allocate rewards to one another in accordance with the equity 
formulation i when inputs were equal, p increased his outcomes if he was 
underpaid, and decreased them if he was overpaid (Leventhal & Bergman, 

1969; Leventhal, Allen, & Kemelgor , 1969) . Furthermore, when overreward, 
occurred intentionally by O, P was more likely to decrease his outcomes 
to a greater extent than if the overreward occurred by chance, although 
O f s intentions did not affect reallocation of outcomes when P was under- 
rewarded (Leventhal, Weiss, & Long, 1969), Leventhal and Michaels (1969) 
found that when P worked longer than O and produced the same amount as G, 

P took less than half of the reward; but when O worked longer than P and 
produced the same amount as P , p took more than half of the reward. 

A number of studies dealing wirh helping behavior in a direct exchange, 
while not derived from equity theory, have found results consistent with 
the theory — greater help is given to O the more P has been previously 
helped by Q (e,g„, Frisch & Greenberg, 1968; Goranson & Berkewitz, 1966; 
Greenglass, 1969; Pruitt 1968), 

The present study was designed to be a more direct test of Adams 1 
model in a direct exchange situation. Three payment conditions were 
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created -- overpaid by O (generosity)# equally paid by O f & nd underpaid 
by O (stinginess) ~ after performance on task one. Subjects then worked 
on a second task for which they were responsible for dividing the rewards 
between O and themselves. Since task performance was manipulated so that 
both P and O performed equally well, equity theory would predict subjects 
would keep the most money for themselves when they had previously been 
underpaid by a stingy G# and keep the least amount for themselves when 
they had been previously overpaid by a generous 0, In addition# half the 
subjects were led to believe 0 was highly qualified for the job# and the 
other half that 0 was poorly qualified. It was predir L ed subjects would 
keep more money for themselves in all payment conditions when 0 was poorly 
qualified. The third variable# sex of subjects# was included since past 
research (Kahn# Hottes, & Davis# 1971; Markwell# Ratcliff# & Schmitt# 1969; 
Vinacke, 1959)# has indicated males are more concerned with financial gain# 
while females are more desirous of maintaining harmonous relationships. 

It was therefore predicted that males would take more for themselves than 
females with both generous and stingy Os, 



Method 

Pairs of subjects participated in an "individual versus group per- 
formance" study. Subjects first worked as a group on a proofreading task# 
and then worked individually on two additional proofreading tasks. On 
the first individual task 0 always divided the group earnings# while on 
the second individual task the subjects had an opportunity to distribute 
the earnings . The division of money on the second individual task was 
the main dependent variable. The independent variables — amount kept by 
0 on the first individual task# qualifications of 0# and sax of the sub- 
jects composed a 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design, A total of 120 undergradu- 
ates (60 males and 60 females) participated in the study in like-sex pairs. 
Subjects received both credit toward their introductory psychology grade 
and money for their participation. 



Procedure 
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As each 3^ arrived he was placed in a separate room and given a "Past 
Background in English" (PBE) form to complete. When both SB had completed 
the forms they were brought together in one room and introduced. If Ss 
indicated prior acquaintance with one another the experiment was terminated. 
They were informed the study involved determining whether people worked 
better in groups or as individuals and whether this varied with the ability 
of the individuals. It was further explained that the tasks involved 
ability in English composition# specifically proofreading paragraphs# and 
that the PBE form they had completed was a measure of that ability, Ss 
were told they would first work together in a group and then separately 
as individuals# and that in order to motivate them to work hard they v/ould 
be paid on the basis of how well they performed as a group. It was ex- 
plained that both quality and quantity were important. Instructions for 
the group task were then distributed- After they had read the instructions 
a panel of lights in front of the Ss was brought to their attention. They 
were told that when the blue light comes on a timer would be activated and 
they were to begin# and that when they were finished they were to flip a 
switch which would stop the timer. The group task was then distributed. 

E entered a control room# activated the blue light# and waited for the 
signal that they had completed the task. When Ss signaled they were fin- 
ished E collected the task and quickly scored it. He announced they had 




detected a total of __ errors in minutes and __ seconds. He con- 
tinued, "For this level of performance you have earned 90 cents. Since 
you worked together I'll just give you each 45 cents, OK?" Ss were 
then paid. E then said it was time for them to work as individuals, that 
they would be working in separate rooms on the same tasks , and that they 
would again be paid as a group* E explained that there would be two in- 
dividual sessions and that a coin toss would determine who would be first 
to divide the earnings. E then escorted one to another room which also 
contained a panel of lights, passed out the second task , and activated the 
blue light. When both Ss indicated they had completed the task, 32 col^ 
looted them and told each S_ he would be back as soon as he had scored the 
paragraphs. At this point E also handed each 3^ a copy of his partner's 
(O) 1 s PBE form stating, "While these are being scored I thought you might 
be interested in seeing the kind of background in English your partner 
had." This constituted the manipulation of 0's qualifications and will be 
explained below, E "scored' 1 the paragraphs, went to one S_ and collected 
his partner's PBE form, and flipped a coin, asking S_ to "call it." 
always lost the flip and was told ,f l guess you'll get to divide the money 
the next time. I'll be back as soon as your partner has indicated how 
he'll divide the money." E then went to the other £ and announced that 
the first had won the coin toss and handed him a form alledgedly show- 
ing h w his partner had divided the earnings. 2^ paid S_, returned to the 
first S and handed him a similar form showing how liis partner had divided 
the earnings and paid him. Thus each S_ was led to believe 0 had divided 
the earnings on the first individual task and this constituted the pay- 
ment conditions manipulation which will be fully explained below. Ss then 
completed the second individual task, E gave each S_ their "scores" for 
the second task and stated that together they had earned $1,12, The per- 
formance report indicated both Ss had performed equally well -- one 
always detected a few more errors , but took a few more seconds to do so , 
After each S indicated how he wanted to divide the money he was paid and 
given a questionnaire to complete. After completion of the questionnaire 
both Ss were brought together, questioned, and then informed about the 
nature of the experiment. During the questioning no subject indicated 
he thought the study involved equity, retaliation, reciprocation, etc,, 
nor did any subject indicate awareness that he had been deceived. Earn- 
ings were slightly redistributed so that each subject went away with $1,50 
and Ss were requested not to discuss the study until the end of the quar- 
ter, 

i 

I 

Task 

Each proofreading task consisted of a typed page containing approxi- 
mately 125 words of text. Subjects were instructed to circle each error 
they detected, A portion of one of the tasks is as follows? "A comunnity 
must solve the problem of the family by revising certain established prac- 
tic, Thats absolutely enevitible." Each task contained approximately 
fifty errors of spelling or punctuation. Subjects generally took between 
three and four minutes to complete each task and the time between the 
partner's qualifications manipulation, which occurred prior to the first 
individual task, and the opportunity to retaliate or reciprocate, which 
occurred after the second individual task, was no more than twelve minutes 




Manipulation of Independent Variables 



? 

Qualifications of 0 was manipulated by the bogus PBE forms passed oul 
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prior to the earnings division on the first individual task. In the 
highly qualified condition 0 ''indicated" he was a 21 year-old, junior, 
English major with a 3,62 grade point average. He had taken nine English 
courses in which he had received seven A f s and two B 1 s , and was currently 
enrolled in two English courses. He indicated he read from 7 to 9 books 
a quarter that were not assigned and considered himself "much better" than 
others his age in grammar ability. In the poorly qualified condition 0 
"indicated" he was an 18 year-old, freshman, physical education major 
with a 1,42 grade point average. He had taken two English courses in 
which he had received D's, He indicated he read from one to three un- 
assigned books per quarter and considered himself "a little worse" than 

others in his grammar ability. 

Payment conditions were manipulated by the division of the earnings 
by 0 on the first individual task. As on the second individual task, Ss 
were informed they had performed at about the same level as their partner. 
In the o verpay condition Ss were informed that as a team they earned 98 
cents and that 0 had given them 75 cents and had kept 23 cents for him- 
self, and each was given the 75 cents. In the equal pay condition Ss 

were informed 0 had divided the money equally and each B_ was paid 49 cents. 
In the u nderpay condition Ss were informed 0 had given them 23 cents and 
kept for himself 75 cents, and each S_ was given 23 cents. 

Results 



Success of Manipulations 



Two questions, answered on 9-point rating scales, were used to assess 
the effectiveness of the qualifications of partner manipulation. On both 
the first question — "How good do you think the other person is at proof- 
reading?" — and the second question — "Who do you think was better at 
proofreading?" — there were sizeable main effects for qualifications in 
the expected direction (F - 65,62 & F “ 44.10 respectively? df = 1/108# 
£^<. 001 ), 



Perception of equity was assessed by the question, "How fair was the 
division of the reward when the other person divided the money?" Ratings 
were on a 9 -point scale from 1, I got too much, to 9, he got too much. A 
significant difference emerged for payment * iditions (IT = 168,02; df - 
2/108; £^.001) and the means are presented j_n Table 1. A Newman-Keuls 
analysis showed each payment condition to be significantly different from 
one another at greater than the .01 level for both males and females. A 
significant interaction of sex by payment conditions occurred (jF - 5. 10 j 
d f 2/108; £<,01) and appears due to the underpay condition where males 

felt significantly more strongly that 0 got too much money than did females 
(see Table 1), No main effects or interactions were found for Q f s qualifi- 
cations. 

Amount of Money taken for Self 



It was predicted that Ss would keep the most money for themselves in 
the underpay condition and least for themselves in the overpay condition, 
and that males would keep more for themselves than females. The data per- 
tinent to these predictions are presented in Table 2, The equity theory 
prediction was strongly supported (F^ 74.82; df_ - 2/108; £<• 001) with 

O 
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each payment condition significantly different from one another at the .05 
level for each sex. The overall sex effect was not significant (F » 2,50; 
df — 1/108; £ < . 20 ) f however , a Newman -Keul s analysis showed males kept 
more for themselves in the underpay condition than females (p<.o:i). 

A third prediction was that Ss would keep more money for themselves 
when Q was poorly qualified than when he was highly qualified. No support 
was found for this prediction. The main effect for qualifications yielded 
Fpratio of less than 1.0, and inspection of means showed no difference 
due to O's qualfications for any of the three payment conditions* The 
three-way interaction, however, was significant (F = 4.31? df “ 2/108 ; 
p 05} and is illustrated in Figure 1. Males were more likely to reel- 
pricate the generosity of the poorly qualified O and to retaliate his 
stinginess ; females tended to reciprocate the generosity of the highly 
qualified 0 and retaliate her stinginess. However, individual comparisons 
revealed no significant differences due to O's qualfications for either 
sex within any payment condition. 

Other Questionnaire Data 

The post ^experimental questionnaire contained eleven questions. 

Three of these have already been discussed under "Success of the Manipu- 
lations. !I Responses to the questions, "How hard do you think the other 
person worked on the individual tasks , ,! and "How much do you like the 
other person," yielded nearly identical findings. For both measures the 
only statistically significant finding was the three-way interaction 
(P - 3.89; df «= 2/108; £<.05; and F ■* 3.73; df = 2/108; £<.05). Males 
liked 0 more and felt he worked harder when he divided the money equally 
on the first task. When overpaid, males liked the poorly qualified 0 
better and felt he worked harder; when underpaid, males felt the highly 
qualified 0 worked harder, but showed no difference in liking. Females, 
on the other hand, showed nearly the opposite reaction. Wien overpaid, 
they liked the highly qualified O more, but showed preference for the 
unqualified O in the equal and underpay conditions. This pattern was 
approximated on perception of how hard 0 worked. They felt that the 
highly qualified O worked harder when she was generous, that the unquali- 
fied O worked harder in the equal pay condition, and no difference in the 
underpay condition. 

For the question, "How fair was the division of the reward when you 
divided the money?" a significant main effect emerged for payment condi- 
tions (JF — 16,23; df = 2/108; £^.01) showing initially overpaid subjects 
felt they received too little and initially underpaid subjects felt they 
received too much. The question, "How hard did you work on the individual 
tasks?" yielded no significant effects. 

Three questions concerned perceptions of performance on the group task 
(how hard did you work, how hard do you think the other person worked, and 
how fair was the division of the reward) , Responses to these questions 
essentially mirrored those for the perceptions of performance on the indi- 
vidual tasks presented above, 

A final question, "How concerned were you with the financial aspects 
of this project?" revealed males more concerned than females (F - 5 76^ 
df = 1 / 108 ; £ <,05) . * 



Discussion 



Although the basic prediction from equity theory was supported — a 
generous 0*s generosity was reciprocated and a stingy 0*8 stinginess was 
retaliated -- the data produced two deviations from the theory* The 
effects of 0's qualifications had only minor consequences for subject's 
behaviors, and reciprocation and retaliation were less than predicted by 
the theory , 

Adams (1965) states inputs refer to a person's "education, intelli- 
gence, experience, training, skill, seniority, age, sex, ethnic back- 
ground, social status, and . , . effort he expends on the job (pp . 276- 
277)," The manipulation of inputs in the present study included five of 
these (education, intelligence, training, skill, and age). That these 
were perceived by subjects is attested to by the significant differences 
found for the questions assessing how good O was at the task — the quali- 
fied 0 was seen as a better proofreader than the unqualified 0. Accord- 
ing to equity theory, the greater 0's inputs the greater O'a outcomes 
should be, and therefore, subjects should have kept less money for them- 
selves when working with a highly qualified 0 than an unqualified 0 in 
each of the three equity conditions. No such effect was found for any 
of the payment conditions* When the data were further broken down by 
both sex and payment conditions, the predicted effect still did not ob- 
tain for any of the six comparisons. 

It might be that since 0 performed at approximately the same level 
as the subject on both individual tasks, he was seen as not putting out 
as much effort in the qualified condition, and working very hard in the 
unqualified condition. However, on the question assessing how hard sub- 
jects thought o worked, no effects due to 0's qualifications were found* 
Likewise, the question assessing perception of the fairness of the reward 
division when 0 divided the money yielded no effects for qualifications* 

Qualifications may have had less of an impact than predicted because 
at the time of reward distribution information concerning task performance 
was before subjects but qualification information was not. This, combined 
with the fact that subjects were probably preoccupied with getting even 
with O, probably reduced the salience of qualifications. The fact that 
the experimenter divided the rewards on the group task on the basis of 
performance and not PBE may also have contributed to the failure to obtain 
the predicted results. 

For whatever reason it seems clear that the qualifications manipula- 
tion was perceived by subjects, but not taken into account when allocating 
outcomes* Hence, it was not considered relevant to the exchange. Given 
this state of affairs, subjects should prefer an equal division of the 
rewards, and this is what was found. Subjects liked 0 more when he di- 
vided the rewards equally than when he was generous (t = 1,69; df = 38; 

E <*10) or when he was stingy (t^ — 2*36; df — 38; £^.05)* Furthermore, 
when 0 divided the money equally, thirty— nine of the forty subjects also 
divided the money equally on the second task. 

A closer look at the data suggests an even greater preference for 
equality than needed to maintain equity* On the first task the generous 
0 kept 24% of the reward for himself, so that to maintain equity the sub- 
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jects should have kept only 5-27 for themselves on rhe second task. Sub- 
jects actually kept $.33 for themselves # an amount about half-way between 
equity ($-27) and equality ($-56)- The stingy O kept 76% of the reward 
for himself, and to maintain equity subjects should have kept $-SS for 
themselves on the second task. In fact, these subjects kept $,69, again 
an amount half-way between equity ($.85) and equality ($.56). These de- 
viations towards equality may represent some form of constant error in 
subjects 1 judgments; however, taken with the liking for partner data, it 
might also suggest the outcome of a conflict between an equal division, 
which they prefer, and reciprocation or retaliation, which is equitable. 
This is substantiated by the responses to the question about the fairness 
of the reward division on the second task, where subjects indicated great- 
est fairness when they divided the mon^v equally. When they kept more for 
themselves in the o-stingy condition . -y indicated they got too much for 
themselves on the second task, even though they retaliated less than pre- 
dicted by equity theory . Parallel results were obtained in a O-generous 
condition, where subjects felt 0 got too much on the second task, 

A similar preference for equality or at least a diminished tendency to 
achieve equity, can be found in the research of Morgan and Sawyer (1367) 
and Leventhal and Michaels (1969) , Morgan and Sawyer found that when 
high school students had to achieve an agreement as to reward division 
when the reward potential of one student was five times higher thrn the 
potential for the other student, equal division agreements were reached 
rather than equitable ones, even when the boys were not friends, and when 
the person who had the higher grades had the higher reward potential, 
Leventhal and Michaels varied the duration and quantity of subjects 1 per- 
formance independently such that some subjects found they worked either 
35% or 65% of the time and contributed either 35% or 65% of the quantity 
compared to partner. While subjects took more of the total reward for 
themselves when they worked 35% of the time and contributed 65% of the 
quantity (relative to partner who worked 65% of the time and contributed 
35% of the quantity) , the amount taken was far less than equity theory 
would predict. If subject and partner had worked an equal amount of time 
and subject contributed 65% and partner 35% to the task, then the subject 
should take 65% of the reward to achieve equity. The fact that the sub- 
ject worked a much shorter time and still contributed 65% implies that he 
should have kept an even higher proportion for himself- Leventhal and 
Michaels 1 subjects, however, kept only 60,62% of the reward for themselves 
in this condition. Similarly, when subjects worked for 65% of the time 
but contributed only 35% to the task they took far more (39.06%) than 
would be predicted by equity theory. 

The major difference between the present study and the studies by 
Morgan and Sawyer (1967) and Leventhal and Michaels (1969) on the one 
hand, and the majority of equity studies, appears to be the nature of the 
exchange relationship. In the three aforementioned studies, the exchange 
relationship between P and O was direct, while in each of the thirteen 
studies reviewed by Pritchard (1969) the exchange between P and 0 was me- 
diated by an employer. None of the studies reviewed by Pritchard suggests 
either a tendency to disregard input differences between P and O, or a 
preference for equality over equity. The notion that equality might be 
preferred to equity is, in fact, suggested by Adams (1965) in discussing 
exchanges other than with an employer. He stated, ", , .in vast array of 
social relations reciprocity is a functional element of the relation, what 




is in fact referred to by reciprocity is equality of exchange (p * 278, 
italics added). 11 However, Adams does not discuss why equality should be 
the rule in direct exchanges. 

One reason for this preference for ©quality in direct exchanges may 
be a desire to maintain a relatively equal status relationship and assure 
continuation of a profitable exchange. Thibaut and Kelley (1959) have 
shown that when outcomes of group members are public, status comparisons 
can easily be made. One consequence of status distinctions is to hinder 
communication between persons of different statuses and to lead to cliques 
and subgroupings within status levels (Kelley, 1951; Torrance# 1955; 

Hurwitz, Zander, & Hymovitz , 1960; Strodtbeck, Simon, & Hawkins, 1965). 

Thus status distinctions can potentially disrupt an exchange. If two 
persons are in a direct exchange, and they find their outcomes better than 
those in alternative relationships (what Thiabaut and Kelley [1959] call 
comparison level for alternatives) , their main concern is to keep the re- 
lationship going. To focus on differences in inputs and to demand equity 
would make the status discrepancy more salient and might threaten the 
existence of the relationship. 

Pritchard (1969) has also made a distinction as regards the amount 
of psychological distance in the exchange relationship. Two persons work- 
ing for each other (direct exchange) are closer, psychologically, than in 
the typical equity study in which a person compares with a hypothetical 
other and there the outcomes are controlled by a third person, the employer, 
Pritchard predicts that differences in inputs and outcomes are easier to 
perceive and more salient the more intimate the relationship. "Assuming 
this greater sensitivity to differences is ratios as the relationship 
between the two people is closer to the intimate end, and assuming that 
there is less direct correspondence between the two people 1 s ratios as the 
relationship moves toward the impersonal end, it would seem less likely 
that person will experience inequity relative to the other person in the 
relationship the closer the relationship is to the impersonal end of the 
continuum (Pritchard, 1969, p. 206).” 

The arguments of Pritchard and those advanced in the present study 
are obviously at odds. Pritchard argues that the ease of comparison in 
a direct exchange leads to heightened sensitivity to differences in 
greater feelings of inequity, while we propose that desire to maintain a 
profitable relationship in a direct exchange will lead to discounting of 
differences to preserve equal status. The data from the present study 
cannot be taken as support for the point of view presented here, since 
the data preceded the theory. What is needed are studies in which the 
"psychological closeness" or the "directness" of the exchange is systema- 
tically varied, together with differences in the inputs between P and O. 



FOOTNOTES 
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This study has been accepted for publication in the Journal of Per- 
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STUDY II 



Returning a Favor and Ratal iationg Harms 
The Effects of Stated Intentions and Actual Behavior 



INTRODUCTION 



Recently there has been much work on altruism and helping behavior 
based on the theories of equity (Adams, 1965), reciprocity (Gouldner , 

1960), and social responsibility (Berkov/itz a Daniels, 1963), Concurrent 
and often in conjunction with the work of altruism, has been research 
focused on the inference of motives by a person who is helped or hindered 
by another. This latter research has often been based on the attribution 
theories of Heider (1958) and Jones and Davis (1965) . All this work 
generally centers around a situation in which a person (P) is either help- 
ed or hindered by another person* Aid is later requested of p by two 
types of O 1 s i the other person initially involved in the exchange (A) or 
a person not initially involved in Idle exchange (B) . The results of this 
research as regards helping behavior may be summarized as follows s (1) 
prior help from A to P results in reciprocation to A by P (Frisch & Green- 
berg, 1968; Goranson & Berkowitz, 1966; Greenberg, Black, & Silverman, 

1971; Wilke a Lanzetta , 1970); (2) prior help from A to P results in F 
later helping B (Berkowitz & Daniels, 1964; Greenglass , 1969; Nemeth, 

1970} ;1 (3) prior hindrance or refusal of aid by A to P leads to little 
or no help given to A by p (Wilke & Lanzetta, 1970); (4) prior hindrance 

or refusal of aid by A to P results in little or no help given to B by P 

when B is similar to A, but not when B is dissimilar to A (Greenglass, 

1969); (5) volutary help from A to P leads to more help given to A or B 
by P than when the help from A is compulsory (Frisch & Greenberg, 1968; 
Goranson & Berkowitz, 1966; Nemeth, 1970) ; 1 and (6) voluntary hindrance 
or refusal to help P by A does not lead to less help given by P to B than 
when the refusal by A was compulsory (Nemeth, 1970)^. 

The research summarized above suggests that, consistent with the 
theories of Heider (1958) and Jones and Davis (1965) , P takes into account 
the situational constraints under which A is operating in reciprocating 
A's prior help. While often the intentions of A must be inferred by P, 
there are many situations in which A overtly states his intent. When the 
stated intention and the outcome of A's behavior are congruent (a states 
he intends to help and actually provides help, or A states he intends not 
to help and actually provides no help) P's situation is simpler than when 
the intention had to be inferred, for when the intention had to be inferred 
P may question the accuracy of his inference. However, when the stated 
intention and the outcome of A's behavior are not congruent (A states he 
intends to help but actually provides no help, or A states he intends not 
to help but actually does help) P is faced with additional problems, since 
he must decide whether to reciprocate A's intent or A's behavior. To the 
extent A's stated intent is taken by P to be truthful, Heider has stated 
P will reciprocate on the basis of intention rather than the outcome of 
A ' s behavior . 

An everyday fact is that the feelings of both revenge and gratitude 
become markedly attentuated, if not completely dissipated, upon the disco- 
very that the harm or the benefit was not the true goal of the agent. We 
do not feel grateful to a person who helps us fortuitously, or because he 
was forced to do so, or because he was obliged to do so. Gratitude is 
determined by the will, the intention, of the benefactor. Attribution to 
source and intention has similar significance in the case of revenge 
(Heider, 1958, p„ 265). 



Research by Frisch and Greenberg (1968), Goranson and Berkowitz (1966), 
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and Nemeth (1970) have provided support for Haider's (1958) analysis with 
regard to inferred intent. The Study XT hoped to extend the field to em- 
body stated intent as well. Three levels of intent by A were transmitted 
to P ( intend-to-help , intend ^not -to -help , and a control in which no intent 
was transmitted) . After performing a task on which A's help was needed, P 
received information about how much help she actually received (high or low 
help) . Half the subjects in each condition wore given the opportunity to 
reciprocate A, while the remaining subjects were given the opportunity to 
help B, a person not involved in the initial P— A exchange. In line with 
Herder's (1958) analysis, it was predicted that when given the opportunity 
to reciprocate A, P would do so primarily on the basis of A's stated intent. 
However, when the person needing help was B, it was predicted P would reci- 
procal e more on the basis of the actual behavior she had received from A 
than on the basis of A*s intent. The reasoning behind this prediction was 
that P, not knowing the intentions of B, could not possibly reciprocate 
them. More salient for P at this time would be what actually happened to 
her. If she had been helped previously, then either because of the norm 
of social responsibility (Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963) or the norm of reci- 
procity (Gouldner , 1960) she should help a dependent B. When given little 
prior help by A these norms should be less strongly aroused and P should 
be less willing to help. 



METHOD 



Design and Subjects 



One hundred twenty female undergraduate volunteers from introductory 
psychology courses at Iowa State University were randomly assigned to one 
of the 12 cells in a 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design. The independent variables 
were A* s intent ( intent -to -he lp ; intent-to^not-help, or intent absent), 

A*s actual behavior (high or low help), and whether P had the opportunity 
to reciprocate the person she had previously worked with (A) or another 
person (B) . 

Procedure and Manipulations 

Subjects were run two at a time; however, each subject believed she 
was part of a triad. The third "subject" was a pre-recorded voice played 
over a tape recorder. As each subject arrived she was greeted by the ex- 
perimenter , placed in a small room containing a chair, table, pencil, micro- 
phone, and loudspeaker, and asked to wait until the other girls arrived. 

A couple minutes after both subjects had arrived and been placed in their 
separate rooms a pre-recorded orientation^ was played through the loudspeakers 
into each room. The recording explained that the study was one on the 
ability of people to take supervisory and worker roles in a factory situa- 
tion and to discover the traits and abilities possessed by good supervisors 
and good workers. Subjects were told there were a number of jobs involving 
both the supervisor and a worker, and that each subject would be a super- 
visor once and a worker once. The experimenter then distributed some 
biographical and personality— type questionnaires. These questionnaires 
were part of the experimental ruse and were nr: scored. 

After the questionnaires were collected, the pre-recorded instructions 
continued, explaining that the situation was set up to duplicate an actual 
factory situation; the supervisor could talk to the worker but the- eonnec- 




tion between the worker's microphone and the supervisor's speaker was 
broken so the worker could not talk back, and the worker would be "paid" 
on the basis of how well she performed. Subjects were informed they 
would be "paid 11 from one to five research credits depending on their per- 
formance and, since there were three persons present, one person would be 
left out on each task. Each of the two subjects were informed that she 
was to be the worker first that subject 3 (fictitious) was to be super- 
visor first. Hence, each subject believed she was to be the worker. After 
a few minutes delay, during which time the experimenter was presumably 
giving subject 3 her instructions as to her supervisory functions, each 
subject was given a copy of the first task. 

Intention Manipulation and Task II . A female confederate had pre- 
viously recorded three sets of instructions to be given to the subjects 
presumably from her "supervisor 11 * Each pair of subjects heard either an 
intent-to-help , intent-to-not-help , or a intent-absent set of instruc- 
tions, Each instruction set contained the following four parts; 

(a) A short statement of the supervisor's experience and general 
attitude toward the experiment, in the intent-to-help and intent-absent 
conditions this consisted of, "I've never been a supervisor before. Well, 
here goes , " In the intent- to -no t-he lp condition the supver visor said, 

"I've never been a supervisor before, and I don't feel much like being 
one, either. I doubt if you'll get many points working for me." 

(b) A description of the task. This was the same in all conditions. 
The supervisor informed the subject she was a proofreader for a large 
publishing firm and she was to work paragraph -by-paragraph circling cer- 
tain letters . The supervisor further explained that each page was to be 
separately timed . 

(c) The presence or absence of a "hint" on how to obtain a high 
score . In the intent-to-help condition the supervisor added, at the end 
of the task description, "Let me give you a hint. You'll have to circle 

a vowel 1 and a consonant on each page. Concentrate on circling the vowell 
that I tell you to circle and forget about the consonant." In the intent^ 
to -not -help condition the supervisor said instead, "That prof said that I 
could give you a hint if I could think of one. But I'm not about to waste 
my time trying, Let's just get this over with," In the intent-absent 
condition there was no mention of the possibility of a hint, 

fd) Administration and pacing of the task. The proofreading con- 
sisted of five pages with each page containing a paragraph of from 150 to 
270 words. A different consonant and a different vowell were asked to be 
circled for each page. The subjects were given 15 seconds per page, far 
too short to allow them to complete any page. 

As soon as the subjects had completed the task, the experimenter col- 
lected the booklet and handed each girl a questionnaire called "Worker 
Form" to be filled out while her performance was being assessed. The 
questionnaire consisted of five questions, including a check on the effec- 
tiveness of the intention manipulation. 

Actual Help Manipulation , The amount of help actually received from 
A was determined by feedback on her performance given by the experimenter 
to the subject. In the high help condition subjects were told that, "As 




a team you and your supervisor actually did very well on the task. Your 
supervisor# Subject #3, did an especially outstanding job. However * you 
were the worker on the first task, so you are the one who gets the points* 

As a worker you earned the maximum possible number of research cre" r=fe s— 

five.” Subjects in the low help condition were told, "As a team \ >u and 
your supervisor didn’t do very well on the task. Your supervisor. Subject 
#3, did an especially poor job. However # you were the worker on the task, 
so you are the one who gets the points. As worker# you earned the mini- 
mum possible r number of research credits — one. 

Opportunity to Reciprocate A or B . After learning of her performances 
as worker# each subject was told that sha now was to reverse roles. Both 

of the subjects were told either that subject #3, who had previously been 

each worker’s supervisor, would now be the worker, or that each subject’s 
worker would be the "other" subject who had not been involved in the first 
task. 



Dependent Measures and Task II , Each subject was approached ind.i 
dually by the experimenter and told that her first job as supervisor /as 
to select how difficult a task she wished her worker to perform. She was 
told there were seven possible jobs, with the easiest being Number 1 and 
the hardest being Number 7, it was assumed that the subject would feel 
she would be helping A or B more , the easier the task chosen. The level 
of difficulty chosen was the first measure of reciprocity. 

Regardless of the level of difficulty chosen, the instructions to 
the subject were identical, requiring the subject to "supervise" her 
worker by reading a series of sentences instructing her worker in the con- 
struction of an "aircraft component" made from Tinker -Toys. Each subject 
had five minutes to read these instructions. At the end of the period, 
the experimenter gave each subject a second questionnaire called "Super- 
visor Form" containing items intended to measure the subject’s perceptions 
of her supervisory experience . 



After the subject had completed the questionnaire# the experimenter 
returned to her room with a half -completed Tinker-Toy cube which he stated 
was "the product of your worker’s performance." On the basis of this 
sample of her worker’s performance# the subject was asked to award her 
worker from one to five introductory psychology participation credits. 

The number of credits that the subject awarded her worker was the second 
measure of reciprocation. 



Debriefing . Following the allocation of credit to her "worker", by 
each subject the experimenter asked each subject, individually a number 
of open-ended questions including# "What was the experiment about? 11 and 
"What was the purpose of the experiment?" It was assumed that if the 
subject did perceive the true purpose of the experiment her responses 
would include some variant of the reciprocity concept. No subject, how- 
ever# gave any indication of this being the true purpose. 



The subjects were also asked to identify who was their supervisor in 
toe first part of the study, and who was their worker in the second part. 
All subjects correctly made this indent! fication. 
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The experimenter explained the deceptions involved and the reasons for 
them. All subjects were awarded two research credits and all questions 
were answered. Subjects were asked not to discuss the experiment until 
the end of the quarter. 



RESULTS 



Effectiveness of the Intention Manipulation 

The effectiveness of the intention manipulations was assessed by 
the question, "To what extent do you feel your supervisor tried to be help- 
ful? '• embedded in the Worker Form questionnaire and answered on an eight- 
point scale with only the ends anchored. 4 The main effect for intention 
was significant and the means were in the expected direction (F - 13*88, 
d£ = 2/108, £<.001; X hell? =4.47, Z Lntaat ^^"3.50, X to.jT-2.0a>. 
Posttest analysis by means of Newman -Ke ul s test revealed each mean signi- 
ficantly different from others beyond the ,03 level. Another question 
on the Worker Form, "How hard do you think your supervisor worked on the 
task?" also yielded a significant intention effect (F=3 .87, df-1/108 , 
£<.0S,. X h eip“2.95, X no intent "2 * 52 ' X not help^ 1 - 62 ^* Newman-Kauls analy- 
sis showed the intent to not help meant to be significantly different from 
the other two beyond the .05 level of probability; however, the intent to 
help and intent absent means were not significantly different* The three 
other questions on the worker Form did not display any significant effects 
due to intention*® 



Reciprocity 

There were two measures of reciprocity, the difficulty or ease of the 
task selected and the number of credits assigned for the finished product* 
While not initially hypothesized, it occurred to the authors while conduct- 
ing the study that reciprocation of intent would more likely show up prior 
to the task (i.e . , the task selection measure), since it appeared more 
indicative of the supervisor's attempts to be helpful. Reciprocation of 
actual behavior would. more likely occur on the credit assignment measure, 
a more direct way of helping. 

The first measure of reciprocity, difficulty of task selected for the 
worker, yielded no significant effects* The second measure, number of 
credits assigned, showed a significant main effect for actual help re- 
ceived (F=30.S8, df-1/108, g^.OOi) and a significant interaction of prior 
help received with the target of reciprocity (F=4 .01 , df-1/108 , g^*05) , 
These results, presented in Table 3, show that high prior help led to a 
greater number of credits assigned than low prior help, and that the re- 
actions to amount of prior help were more extreme when the target of aid 
was h, the prior helper, the B, a stranger. The effect of Vs intention 
was not significant (F-0.85) * 



The two measures of reciprocity were uncorrelated (r^-*04) * 



Supervisor Form Responses 




The Supervisor Form was presented to subjects after they had played 
the supervisor role but prior to their giving credits to their worker. It 
attempted to assess their perceptions of their performance as supervisor. 
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Table 4 presents the major findings- Subjects felt they tried harder to 
be a good supervisor (question 1) , did a better job (questions 2) , found 
the task more enjoyable (question 3) , and tried to be more helpful to 
their worker (question 4) when they received no intention manipulation . 
in no case did the intent-to-help and intent-no -not- he lp conditions differ* 

There were few other significant effects for these variables- On 
question one there was a significant effect of amount of prior help (F“ 
5.02, df =1/108 , £<L.05) showing a greater attempt to be a good supervisor 
with prior low help (X=5.77) than with prior high help (X=5.15) , The 
only other significant effects were 3-way interactions (£^-05) for ques- 
tions one and four. The pattern for the interactions were different in 
each case, and together appear uninterpre table . 

DISCUSSION 

Contrary to expectations, the results suggest the intent of a prior 
helper does not effect reciprocation- When given the opportunity to re- 
ciproeate prior aid, reciprocation appeared based solely on amount of aid 
previously received, with the effect being stronger when the person to be 
reciprocated (Q) was the one who had previously helped the subject (P) . 
Although not directly affecting reciprocation, the other's intentions did 
effect P'a perception* Responses to the Supervisor Form revealed a sig- 
nificant affect for O's intention on three of the four items (see Table 
3) . It will be recalled that this form was completed between the two 
measures of reciprocation- Here subjects indicated they tried harder to 
be a good supervisor, felt they did a better job as supervisor, and tried 
to be more helpful to their worker when the intention manipulation was ab- 
sent - The means were in the same direction but not significant on the 
remaining question, dealing with enjoyment of the supervisor role* On 
none of these questions was the difference between in tent ^to "help and 
in ten t- to -no t-he Ip conditions significant. Apparently, knowledge of 
the 0 ! s intentions, regardless of the content of the intent, produced a 
negative affect toward the situation when P was in control (i.e. , the 
supervisor). Interestingly, when P was the worker and had just received 
the intention manipulation, knowledge of O's intent did not affect re- 
sponses to questions on the Worker Form dealing with how hard P worked, 
how good a job she did, or her enjoyment. 

To review briefly, subjects were first assigned to the worker role 
and received an intent manipulation from their supervisor. This man!" 
pulation appeared successful and did not affect other perceptions of the 
situation. Subjects then found out how much help they actually received 
from 0, were then placed in the supervisor role, and given the opportunity 
to reciprocate. Reciprocation was based on amount of help actually re- 
ceived rather than intentions of O, although knowledge of O's intent, re- 
gardless of what the intent was, produced a negative affect for the sub- 
jects - 

While the present study differed from other research on intention 
with regard to the manner in which the intentions were made known to P, 
stated rather than inferred, another difference was also present which 
may have confounded the present results. When O's intentions are in* 
f erred by P, P probably does not think O is aware that P has made this 



